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ABSTRACT
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Assessment of Educational Progress and a General Accounting Office
study, indicates that the multiple-choice test remains dominant. The
most prevalent purposes of state programs are accountability,
instructional improvement, and program evaluation. Virtually all
states test in mathematics and language, and most also test in
science, writing, and sccial studies. Thirty-eight programs include
writing samples, and 34 states use norm-referencad tests while 34 use
criterion-referenced tests. Seventeen use some form of performance
assessment, and six collect student portfolios. At least 36 percent
of all students were tested in state programs in 1992-93. Only one
state uses a norm-referenced test for high school graduation
purposes, while 20 use¢ criterion-referenced tests., In the classroom,
in contrast, non-multiple-choice tests appear to be the predominant
mode. It is also concluded that patterns of traditional and
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Preface

There has been an explo-
sion in testing in the
United States over the past
20 years or so. it has
almost reached the point
where education reform,
at least in some circles,
has come to mean “more
testing.” Given the volume
of school testing, and the
variety of purposes it
serves, it is hard to portray
accurately both the quan-
tity and kinds of testing
occuring in today’s class-
rooms. This report attempts
to gather together new
information on this topic.
As the nation enters a new
era of expecting more
from tests, while at the
same time broadening the
use of various forms of
performance assessment,
we need a baseline from
which to observe change.

Paul E. Barton
Director
Policy Information Center
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Summary and Highlights

Testing in America’s
Schools provides a
profile of state testing
programs in 1992-1993,
as well as a view of
classroom testing prac-
tices, whether required
by the state, school
district, school, or
individual teacher. Tests
used at the state or
district level, of course,
are typically standard-
ized, whether they are
multiple-choice or
alternative assessments.
Teacher-constructed tests
typically are non-
standardized, and may
include a variety of
tasks, including
multiple-choice, short
response, essay, and
performance tasks.

The nation is enter-
ing an era of change in
testing and assessment.
Efforts at both the
national and state levels
are now directed at
greater use of perfor-
mance assessment,
constructed response
questions, and portfolios
based on actual student
work. However, as will
be seen in the following
pages, the multiple-
choice, machine-scored
approach is still very
much dominant. At the
same time, however,
alternative assessment
approaches seem to be
spreading rapidly, and
have reached further
into the testing system
than many may be

aware. The states are
moving purposefully in
pursuing alternative
forms of assessment, but
show no signs yet of
abandoning traditional
assessment programs.

This report tries to
convey the present
status of assessment in a
way that can help to
track changes as we
head toward the year
2000. It is principally a
statistical report, not an
attempt to evaluate the
quality of the testing
programs of the U.S,, or
make judgments about
the adequacy of our
nation’s testing practices.
Highlights are presented
below.

State Testing Programs

m Purposes — The three
most prevalent purposes
of state testing programs
are accountability,
instructional improve-
ment, and program
evaluation. Next are
student diagnosis/
placement and high
school graduation.

m Subjects — Virtually all
states test students in
mathematics and lan-
guage, and most also
test in science, writing,
and social studies. A few
test students in voca-
tional subjects.

m Types of Tests — Thirty-
eight stdte programs

include writing samples,
34 use norm-referenced
tests and 34 use criterion-
referenced tests. Seven-
teen use scme form of
performance assessment
and six collect student
portfolios.

m Volume of Testing —
At least 14.5 millicn
students were tested in
1992-1993, representing
at least 36 percent of all
K-12 students. However,
the testing is concen-
trated in certain grades,
particularly at grades
four and eight, where
about half of the stu-
dents are tested. Testing
is lightest in kindergar-
ten and grades 1, 2, and
12. Testing for exiting
school is iimited in the
U.S., although it is
standard practice in
many countries.

m Testing for Account-
ability — Of the states
that test for accountabil-
ity or program evalua-
tion, 41 test every stu-
dent in a grade. Just one
state uses sampling, and
three use a combination
of sampling and univer-
sal testing. The less
intrusive sampling
approach used by the
National Assessment of
Educational Progress has
not been adopted by the
states in their efforts to
judge the effectiveness
of schools and districts.

m State testing programs
use a variety of tests for
different purposes:

* For accountability and
program evaiuation
purposes, most state
programs use norm- or
criterion-referenced tests
(36 and 40 programs,
respectively). But 22 are
using performance tests,
eight are using portfo-
lics, and nearly all the
state programs use
writing samples.

* For diagnosis and
placement purposes,
most state programs use
traditional kinds of tests.
Twenty-one and 24
programs, respectively,
are using norm- and
criterion-referenced tests;
and 23 use writing
samples. Ten use perfor-
mance tests, and two
use portfolios.

¢ For student promotion
purposes, three and nine
state programs, respec-
tively, are using norm-
and criterion-referenced
tests; three use a perfor-
mance test, two use
portfolios, and six use
writing samples.

e For bigh school gradu-
ation purposes, just one
state program uses a
norm-referenced test,
and 20 use criterion-
referenced tests. Two
are using performance
tests, 13 use ‘writing

ERIC 5 ;
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samples, and no state
program uses portfolios
for this purpose.

m Test Design — Seventy
percent of tests given

in statewide systems

are multiple-choice,

12 percent are writing
samples, and 18 percent
are multiple-subject
performance tests.

a Kinds of Tests —
Eighty percent of the
state systemwide tests
given are achievement
tests, 8 percent are
aptitude tests, 6 percent
assess vocational inter-
est, 3 percent school
readiness, and 3 percent
assess other areas.

m Alternative Assessment
— States are busy
developing and imple-
menting alternative
forms of assessment.
Some are ready to use,
some ave in pilot stage,
some are in the begin-
ning stage, and some
have been funded but
not yet started. Fourteen
states are involved with
enhanced multiple-
choice items, 18 with
short-answer open-
ended questions, 22 with
extended-response
open-ended items,

14 with individual
performance assess-
ments, seven with group
performance assess-
ments, nine with portfo-
lios or learning records,

five with projects or
demorstrations, three
with interviews, and four
with observations.

m These alternative item
types are being used in
the subjects generally
tested for accountability
purposes.

Testing in the
Classroom

m While the debate
continues about switch-
ing more to alternative
forms of assessment in
system-wide testing,
non-multiple-choice
lesting appears to be the
predominant mode in
the classroom.

o Multiple-choice Tests.
At the fourth grade,

6 percent of students
have teachers who give
multiple-choice tests
once or twice a week,
43 percent once or twice
a month, and 51 percent
yearly or never. The
comparable percentages
for eighth graders are 4,
30 and 66.

* Problem Sets. About
half of the fourth graders
have teachers who use
problem sets once or
twice a week, 39 percent
once or twice a inonth,
and 9 percent yearly or
never. The comparable
percentages for grade 8
are 58, 32, and 10.

e Written Responses.
Forty-four percent of
fourth graders are given
tests requiring written
responses at least
monthly, 16 percent
once or twice a year,
and 40 percent never or
hardly ever. For eighth
graders the comparable
peicentages zare 44, 22,
and 33.

e Projects, Portfolios,
Presentations. For grade
4 students, 20 percent
are given these forms of
assessment at least
monthly, 25 percent
once or twice a year,
and 54 percent are never
or hardly ever given
these assessment types.
For grade 8 the compa-
rable percentages are 21,
32, and 47.

m Student reporis on the
Srequency of matbh tests

¢ Nine percent of
students in fourth grade
report taking math tests
almost every day and
30 percent at least once
a week.

* At grade 8, 6 percent
of students report taking
math tests almost every
day and 55 percent at
least once a week.

¢ Four percent of all
twelfth graders report
taking math tests almost
every day and 50 percent
at least once a week.

6

* Of twelfth graders
taking math courses,

4 percent report taking
math tests almost every
day, and 57 percent
report taking them at
least once a week.

m Teacher reports on the
Srequency of math tests

* Among the 44 jurisdic-
tions participating in the
1992 NAEP math assess-
ment, the percentages of
students taking multiple-
choice tests at least once
a week ranged from
zero in Guam and
Nebraska to 22 percent
in the District of Colum-
bia. The average was

4 percent.

e Nationally, about 60
nercent of teachers give
their own math tests to
students at least once a
week. The percentages
vary from 88 percent in
Louisiana to 40 percent
in Oregon.

s Testing Equity — The
patterns of student
exposute to traditional
and alternative tests in
the classroom were very
similar for studer.s of
different race/etl nicity,
students in classzs of
different ability group-
ings, and students in
classes with differing
resource adequacy as
reported by their
teachers.




Introduction

The nation has launched
a serious effort to
improve education, and
testing is one of the
levers being used to
raise achievement
standards. In the 197V,
we had an explosion in
state standardized testing
programs. The momen-
tum carried into the
1980s under state leader-
ship in the era of the
Excellence Movement.
As this gave way to a
new wave of reform in
the late 1980s, culminat-
ing in the Charlottesville
Education Summit, calls
were made for broaden-
ing educational assess-
ment to include perfor-
mance assessment,
portfolios, and con-
structed responses.

The purpose of this
Policy Information
Report is to provide a
current summary of
testing in America’s
schools. Data are drawn
from several sources, but
the survey of state
assessment programs
conducted by the Coun-
cil of Chief State School
Officers and the Nerth
Central Regional Educa-
tional Laboratory
(CCSSO/NCREL) is used

as the major source of
information on state
programs.* Data from
the National Assessiment
of Educational Progress
(NAEP) and information
from a U.S. General
Accounting Office study
are also used in this
report. Those interested
in the details and intrica-
cies of particular state
testing programs will
need to obtain the
CCSSO/NCREL survey
(see page 38 for crder-
ing information).

These data sources
enable us to view testing
in the schools through
several different win-
dows, and it is hard to
see the whole house
through any one of
them. The report starts
by examining statewide
testing programs, where
the development and
deployment of broader
forms of assessment are
largely taking place. But
that is not all of the
standardized testing
going on in the
schools — individual
districts and schools
have their own testing
programs, beyond what
comes from the state
capitol. And all this is

only a fraction of the
testing that occurs in the
American classroom. For
it is the individual
teacher who conducts
most of the testing and
constructs most of the
tests. So we also provide
data from teachers on
what kinds of tests they
use, and how frequently
they give them.

The report format
presents data graphically
on the right-hand page
and provides a narrative
description of the data,
along with information
about data sources, on
the left-hand page.

*In the 1992-1993 school year, 46 states had statewide testing programs. Io- 'a, Nebraska, New Hampshire, and
Wyoming were the four states without a statewide program. Most states have more than one “program.”
California’s testing program, for example, has three components. The Career-Technical Assessment Project Is
used to determine a student’s readiness to enter the workforce or enter post-secondary study; Goiden State
Exams are used to qualify students for awards; and Performance Assessment, Grades 4, 5, 8, and 10 provide
un-demand assessment used to support the state curriculvm frameworks, to facilitate good instruction, and to

demonstrate accountability.
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The
Purposes
of State
Testing
Programs
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States test their students for a variety of
reasons.

e to demonstrate accountability to tax
payers

e to use the results to improve instruction
and evaluate the effectiveness of educa-
tion programs

» to diagnose student strengths and weak-
nesses and help in student course place-
ment

e to certify that students are ready for the
next grade or to graduate from high
school, or to certify their competence to
employers

» to accredit or approve schools or school
districts

e to identify students and schools for
rewards

» to certify that children are ready for
school

Figure 1 provides a count.” School perfor-
mance reporting/accountability, instructional
improvement, and program evaluation are the
major purposes of state testing programs.

“While a few states have only one testing program, or compo-
nent, most states have several different ones, each designed
for a different purpose or purposes. For example, Louisiana
uses the Kindergarten Development Readiness Screening
Program to screen all entering kindergarten students; employs
the Louisiana Education Assessment Program to test grade-
appropriate state curriculum skills in grade nromotion deci-
sions and to allocate state funded remediation; and uses the
Louisiana Statewide Norm-Referenced Testing Program to
provide comparisons with other states, demonstrate school
accountability, and provide a basis for prograra evaluation.

8

Source for Figure 1: Data are
drawn from the “State Student
Assessment Program Data-
base, 1992-1993." Council of
Chief State School Officers
and North Central Regional
Educational Laboratory.




Accountability, instructional improvement, and program
evaluation are major purposes of state programs.

Figure 1: The Purposes of State Testing Programs, 1992-93

School Reporting/
Accountability

Instructional
Improvement

Program Evaluation

Student Diagnosis/
Placement

High School
Graduation

Other

School
Accreditation

Student Promotion
High School

Skills Guarantee

Student Award
or Recognition

School Award
or Recognition

Kindergarten or
Grade 1 Readiness

® 41

@ 39

@ 30

@ 23

® 18

——— 14

——9 10

| J 1

20 30 40
Number of States

50




Subjects
Tested

in State
Testing
Programs

Types of

Tests Used

in State
Testing
Programs

Virtually all of the states that have testing
programs assess students in mathematics and
language. Most include science, writing, and
social studies as weil, A few states test
students in vocational subjects, as well as to
determine readiness and aptitude. Figure 2
shows the number of states reporting assess-
ment by subject.

Thirty-eight states use a student writing sample
as part of their assessment program. Norm-
referenced tests and criterion-referenced tests*
are each used by 34 states. Seventeen states
use some form of performance assessment and
six states collect student pori.olios. These .
counts are shown in Figure 3.

While the multiple-choice tests in this survey
have been categorized as norm-referenced or
criterion-referenced, this is not the case for the
other types of tests reported, which could be
either norm- or criterion-referenced.

*In a norm-referenced test, student performance is compared
to that of other students taking the same test; in a criterion-
referenced test, student performance is compared to a
predetermined performance cnlteria.

Source for Figures 2 and 3
Data are drawn from the
“State Student Assessment
Program Database,
1992-1993.” Council of Chief
State School Officers and
Noxth Central Reglonal
Educational Laboratory.




State testing programs assess students in core
curriculum subjects.

Figure 2; Subjects Tested in State Testing Programs, 1992-93

Mathematics

L

4b

Language
(Including Reading) ¢ 45

Writing 9 35

Sclence —® 34

Social Studies -8 29

Vocational -—e 4
Readiness —e 3

Aptitude -e 2

r T

0 10 2b Sb 40 50
Number of States

States use a variely of test types in their testing programs.

Figure 3: Types of Tests Used in State Testing Programs. 1992-93

Writing Sample » 38
Norm-Referenced e 34
Criterion-Referenced -9 34
Performance Event e 17

Portfolio ——e 6

0 10 20 30 40 50
Number of States -
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Nu n'lber Of During the 1992-1993 school year, the CCSSO/
NCREL survey revealed that at least 14.5 mil-
Stl_lderlts lion students wers tested in state programs
. : (this does not include students tested for
T@bted 11 district or classroom purposes).* Figure 4
State allows a look at the grade levels of the tested
. students, While relatively few students are
T@Stll]g tested at the beginning and end of their school
. , . years, large numbers of students are tested
Pl Ogra'lnb between grades 2 and 11, with the highest
numbers reported in grades 4 and 8.

The survey also reports that the 14.5 million
students tested represented at least 36 percent
of all studer.ts. Nationally, at grades 4 and 8,
about half of all students were tested, on
average. These numbers vary considerably,
however, by state.

While it is common in many countries for
graduating secondary school students to be
tested, relatively few seniors are tested at all in
the U.S., compured to most other grades.

Source for Figure 4: Data are
drawn from the "State Student

Assessmeni Program Data-
\| . — base, 1992-1993." Council of
*Since numbers were missing for several states, the counts Chief State School Officers
! ) o and North Centra!l Regional
1 presented here represent a minimum, Educational Laboratory
i
O

12

12




Testing peaks in grades 4 and 8, and is lowest
ingrades K, 1, 2, and 12.

Figure 4: Number of Students Tested in State Testing Programs,
by Grade, 1892-93

K —® 154,281

1 -@ 105,687

2 —@ 282,592

3 —® 1,427,763
4 ® 2,012,662
5 ® 1,588,735
6 —© 1,430,201
7 9 931,025
8 ® 2,256,164
9 9 1,048,455
10 ® 1,516,341

11 ® 1,402,042

12 —8 396,202

| | | I | T ]
0 5 1 1.5 2 25
Millions of Students

(&)
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Universe
and
Sampling
Approaches

States were asked to specify the sampling
frame they used for accountability and pro-
gram evaluation assessment — the largest
categories of state testing. The results are
shown in Figure 5. Forty-one of the states
indicated that they conduct “universal or
census” testing, which means that they test all
students within a chosen: grade(s).

Only one state, Minnesota, uses a simple
random sample of students. Three states use a
mixture — Kansas samples students on math
and reading, Kentucky samples students on a
performance assessment, and Vermont uses
sampling in its mathematics assessment. These
three states conduct census testing for other
program components, however.

14

rea

Source for Figure 5: Data are
drawn from the “State Student
Assessment Program Data-
base, 1992-1993." Council of
Chief State School Officers
and North Central Regional
Educational Laboratory.




Nearly all of the states that test for accountability
purposes test all students at the targeted grades.

Figure 5: Type of Student Samples Used for State
Accountability and Program Evaluation Testing, 1992-1993

Type of Sample

Universe or Census — 41

Simple Random o 1

Mixed -®@ 3

| 1 1 1 1
0 10 20 30 40
Number of States

15
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Types of
Tests Used
for Selected
State
Testing
Purposes

As shown earlier, some important purposes of
state testing programs zre student diagnosis
and placement, student promotion, program
evaluation and accountability, and high school
graduation. Figure 6 shows the types of tests
used by state programs* for each of these
purposes.

For student diagnosis and placement, tradi-
tional tests are typically used — norm- and
criterion-referenced tests and writing samples.
This pattern also holds for accountability and
program evaluation purposes.

Alternative forms of assessment are not fre-
quently used for student diagnosis and place-
ment, although 10 state programs are now
using performance assessment for this pur-
pose. For accountability and program evalua-
tion, however, it's interesting to note that 22
state programs use a performance test and
eight use portfolios.

For gatekeeping purposes — student promo-
tion and high school graduation — criterion-
referenced tests prevail. However, only nine
states are using criterion-referenced tests for
promotion. In tests for promotion, students are
assessed on what they are expected to know
to advance within the educational system.
Thirteen states also require students to com-
plete a writing sample in order to earn a high
school diploma.

*Note that numbers refer to the number of state programs, not
the number of states. Some states use more than one testing
program for a particular purpose.

Source for Figure 6: Data are
drawn from the “State Student
Assessment Program Data-
base, 1992-1993." Council of
Chief State School Officers
and North Central Reglonal
Educational Laboratory.
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Test

Design of
Systemwide
Tests

Types of
Systemwide
Tests

In its report to Congress on testing in the U.S,,
the General Accounting Office found while
performance and criterion-referenced tests were
more popular among educators, actual testing
practice differed (Figure 7).

In "< 1990-1991 survey of testing, the GAO
found that multiple-choice tests constituted 70
percent of all tests given. Writing samples or
multiple-choice tests with writing samples
comprised 12 percent; multiple-subject perfor-
mance tests constituted 18 percent.

That same GAO study categorized systemwide
tests according to the main purpose intended
by the test-makers. As shown in Figure 8, 80
percent of all such tests taken in 1990-91 were
achievement tests, those that attempt to mea-
sure a student’s accumulated knowledge or
skill. Most of these were commercial tests and
many were adapted to match a state’s curricu-
lum.

Another 8 percent were designad to measure
aptitude or ability, e.g., an intelligence test.
Three percent of the systemwide tests were
designed to measure school “readiness.”

19

Source for Figures 7 and 8:
Data are drawn from U.S.
General Accounting Office.
Student Testing: Current
Extent and Expendttures, with
Cust Estimates for a National
Examination, January 1993,




Multiple-choice tests continue to comprise the great majority
of systemwide tests in the United States.

Figure 7: Test Design Features for Systemwide Tests in the
U.S., 1990-1991

Multiple-choice Tests
(70%) \

Writing Samples
or Multiple-choice Tests
with Writing Sample (12%)

Multiple-subject
Performance Tests (18%)

Achievement tests are the most commonly used
systemwide tests in the United States.

Figure 8: Types of Systemwide Tests in the U.S., 1990-1991

Aptitude or

Ability (8%)
Vocational Interest (6%)
' Readiness (3%)

%) Other (3%)

oA 09I0I00T00. 4,60, 0. 0.0 0.0, 0.0, 0.0

Achievement (80%)
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Teacher
Reports
on the

Frequency

of Testing

In the 1992 mathematics assessment, the
National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) asked teachers how frequently they
assessed their students using four different
types of tests:

Multiple-choice tests

Problem sets*

Written responses

* Projects, portfolios, or presentations

The results are summarized in Figure 9 for
grades 4 and 8. In general, these data indicate
that teachers are using what have been called
“alternative” types of assessment in their
classrooms. At both grade levels, over half of
the students were taught by teachers who
used problem sets once or twice a week; four
out of ten were given assignments requiring
written responses at least monthly; and about
one-fifth were given projects, portfolios, or
presentations at least monthly. Only 6 and 4
percent of fourth and eighth graders, respec-
tively, were given multiple-choice tests once
or twice a week.

While these data indicate that teachers are
emphasizing alternative assessment much
more than might be expected, and using
multiple-choice tests less frequently, there is
room for greater use of alternative assess-
ments. Figure 9 also shows that about half of
the students at both grade levels had teachers
who never or hardly ever used projects, port-
folios, or presentations as assessment tools in
their classrooms.

*Problem sets are a set of one to five problem situations, word
problems from the textbook, or constructed by the teacher
(written or verbal).

In Figure 9, note that the
frequency categories for
multiple-choice tests and
problem sets are different
than for written responses
and projects, portfolios, and
presentations.

These teacher reports are of
allthe tests they give in the
classroom, including tests
they make themselves, while
most previous pages in this
report refer to statewide
testing programs.

Source for Figure 9: Data are
drawn from National Center
for Education Statistics, Data
Compendium for the NAEP
1992 Mathematics Assess-
ment of the Nation and the
States, Educational Testing
Service, May 1993, p. 507.
While these data are drawn
from the Teacher Question-
nalre, the data are student-
based. That is, the percentage
reported is the percentage of
students whose teachers
report...

See Appendix Table 1 for
standard errors.




Many teachers are using alternative assessment within their
classrooms once or twice a week; multiple-chaice tests
are more likely to be used once or twice a month or less.

Figure 9: Teacher Reports on the i“requency of Testing, 1992-93

Grade 4 Multiple-choice Tests Grade 8

Once/Twice a Woek —@ 6 Onca/Twice a Weok @ 4

Once/Twice a Month

s 473 Once/Twice a Monih =~«————® 30
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Projects, Portfolios,
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Student
Reports
on the
Frequency
of Testing

The 1992 NAEP math assessment also asked
students how often they were tested in math.
The results are shown in Figure 10.

In the fourth grade, about 40 percent of the
students were tested at least once a week. By
the eighth grade this percentage increased to
60 percent.

Among all twelfth graders, just over half are
tested once a week or more, and among
twelfth graders taking math, that figure was
just over 60 percent.

Source for Figure 10: Data are
drawn from National Center
for Education Statistics, Data
Compendium jor the NAEP
1992 Matbematics Assessment
of the Nation and the States
Educational Testing Service,
May 1993, p. 508.

See Appendix Table 2 for
standard errors.




About half of 8th and 12th graders say they
are tested in math at least weekly.

Figure 10: Students’ Reports on How Often They Take Math Tests, 1992

Grade 4
Almost Every Day —@ 9

At Least Once a Week ® 30

Less Than Weekly ® 61

Grade 8
Almost EveryDay - ® 6

At Least Once a Week @ 55
Less Than Weekly ® 39

All 12th Graders
Almost Every Day -@ 4

At Least Once a Week @ 50

Less Than Weekly -@ 46

12th Graders Taking Math
Almost Every Day ~@ 4

At Least Once a Week
Less Than Weekly

© 57

o 39
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Percentage of Students
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The 1992 NAEP math assessment also provides

separate information for each of 44 participat-
ing jurisdictions. Figure 11 shows the percent-
age of students whose teachers reported that
they used multiple-choice tests to assess
student progress at least once a week.

The percentages range from zero in Guam and
Nebraska to 22 percent in the District of
Columbia. The average for the nation was

4 percent.

20

Source for Figure 11: Data are
drawn from National Center
for Education Statistics, Daty
Compendium for the NAEP
1992 Mathematics Assessment
of the Nation and the States,
Educational Testing Service,
May 1993, p. 510.

See Appendix Table 3 for
standard errors.




Few teachers reported testing students with mu'tiple-choice
tests in math at least once a week.

Figure 11: Percentage of 8th Graders Whose Teachers Report They
Use Multiple-choice Tests at Least Once a Week, by Jurisdiction, 1992
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The
Frequency
of Teacher-
Developed
Tests

In the 1990 NAEP math assessment, teachers
in participating jurisdictions were asked to
indicate how often they gave teacher-
developed tests to their math students. Data
for these 40 jurisdictions are shown in Figure
12.

A little under half of the eighth grade students
in Oregon, Minnesota, Oklahoma, and Michi-
gan had teachers who gave their own tests at
least once a week. At the other end of the
scale, more than eight out of 10 students in
Alabama, District of Columbia, RFode Island,
and Louisiana had teachers who used their
own tests on a weekly, or more frequent,
basis. The national average was 61 percent.

Source for Figure 12: National
Center for Education Statistics,
The STATE of Mathematics
Achievement: NAEP's 1990
Assessment of ! e Nation and
the Trial Assessment of the
States, Educational Testing
Service, June 1991, p. 321.

See Appendix Table 4 for
standard etrors.




Nationally, about 60 percent of teachers give their own math
tests to students at least once a week. The percentage varies

from 88 percent in Louisiana to 40 percent in Oregon.

Figure 12: Percentage of 8th Graders Whose Teachers Report
Using Teacher-Generated Math Tests Once or More a Week,
by Jurisdiction, 1990

Oregon ——@ 40%
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Oklahoma ————® 47%
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Non-
traditional
State

Assessment

As shown in Figure 13, as well as in several of
the following sections, the states are busy
developing and implementing nontraditional
item types. Figure 13 provides an overall sense
of this activity level. While the chart gives a
dot to a state regardless of the development
stage of the assessment (some states have
funded an assessment type while others have
already implemented the assessment), the
direction of state activity is clear.

Extended-response open-ended items, short
answer open-ended items, and enhanced
multiple-choice* items were the most frequent
alternatives cited. Individual and group perfor-
mance assessments and portfolio or learning
records are also being used by a considerable
number of states. A few states are using inter-
views, observations, projects, exhibitions, or
demonstrations in their state testing programs.

“The states responding to the survey made their own interpre-
tations of what was meant by “enhanced multiple-choice.”
Generally, these are efforts to extend a multiple-choice item
hy asking for such things as an explanation of why a particu-
lar option was chosen, or having more than one correct
answer.

23

Source for Figure 13: Data are
drawn from the “State Student
Assessment Program Data-
base, 1992-1993.” Council of
Chief State School Officers
and North Central Regional
Educational Laboratory.

Note: A marker in a cell of
Figure 13 means that the state
is in some phase of develop-
ing the assessment type:
funded. not started; begun
development; completed
development; piloted, being
refined; or ready for use.
States reporting that they
“want to develop” the
assessment type are not given
a marker in the cell.
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Alternative
State
~Testing
Programs

Figure 14 provides a closer look at the status
of state testing programs that use alternative
item types. Each type of assessment is shown
for each development category — ready to
use; piloted, being refined; begun or com-
pleted development; and funded, not stasted.

A considerable number of states are ready to
implement (or are already using) extended-
response open-ended items, enhanced
multiple-choice items, individual performance
assessments, and short answer open-ended
items. A number of states are also moving
ahead in developing and pilcting a variety of
alternative item types.

32

Source for Figure 14: Data are
drawn from the "State Student
Assessment Program Data-
base, 1992-1993." Council of
Chief State School Officers
and North Central Regional
Educational Laboratory.

Note: In Figure 14, a state
could be counted more ihan
once if, for example, it had an
enhanced multiple-choice test
that was ready to use and
another that was being
piloted. Thus, the counts
differ from Figure 13.
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Subjects
Assessed in
Non-
traditional
State Testing
Programs

As might be expected, state alternative assess-
ments are given in the same subjects that are
the province of traditiona! multiple-choice
tests. Figure 15 shows the variety of subjects in
which nontraditional item types are used. The
subjects of writing, mathematics, reading,
science, and social studies top the list.
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Source for Figure 15: Data are
drawn from the "State Studer.
Assessment Program Data
base, 1992-1993.” Council of
Chief State School Officers
and North Central Regional
Educational Laboratory.



States are using nontraditional items to assess student progress
in the traditional subjects of writing, math, reading and science.

Writing

Math

Reading

Science

Social Studies
Other

Health Education
History

Physical Education
Speaking, Listening
Vocational Education
Foreign Languages
Geography

Music

Visual Arts

“igure 15: Number of States Deveioping or Using Nontraditional Test
ams, by Subject, 1992-1993
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Teacher Use
of Ditferent
Types of
Tests, by
Race/
Ethnicity

The 1992 NAEP mathematics assessment
provides data that can be used to determine
whether different groups of students are
exposed to different assessment types. One
car: see, for example, whether students from
minority groups, students in lower ability
groups, or students in classrooms with lower
levels of resources available to their teachers
are being given different types of tests.

Table 1 shows the extent of multiple-choice
tests, problem sets, written responses, and
projects or portfolios given to students
grouped by race/ethnicity. The pattern is
about the same among the racial/ethnic
groups, after taking sampling error into
account, and there are few differences that are
significant.

Datz in Table 1 are drawn
from NAEP 1990, 1992 -
National Math Assessment-
Data Almanac - Grade 8:
Teacher Questionnalre,
Weighted Percentages and

Composite Profictency Means.
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Table 1: Teachers’ Reports on How Frequently They Assess Students with Different
Assessment Types, Grade 8, by Race/Ethnicity, 1992

White Black Hispanic Asian American
indian

Muitiple-Choice
Once/Twice a Week 4% (1.1) 6% (3.0) 6% (1.5) 8% (4.1) 1% (0.6)
Once/Twice a Month 28 (3.1) 40 (3.4) 32 (3.0) 28 (5.7) 22 (5.6)
Once/Twice a Year 29 (2.6) 24 (3.9) 27 (3.9) 28 (5.0) 31 (4.6)
Never 40 (2.5) 30 (3.4) 36 (2.6) 36 (5.2) 47 (6.7)
Probiem Sets
Once/Twice a Week 61 (2.7) 50 (3.2) 51 (3.4) 63 (5.5) 67 (9.6)
Once/Twice a Month 29 (2.8) 43 (3.7) 38 (3.6) 33 (€.0) 26 (8.1)
Once/Twice a Year 6 (1.6) 4 (1.3) 7 (1.6) 3 (1.2 5 (2.4)
Never 5 (1.2) 3 (1.0 4 (1.2 2 (1.8) 3 (2.2
Written Responses
Once/Twice a Week 8 (1.6) 12 (2.9) 14 (2.2) 8 (2.2) 3 (2.0)
Once/Twice a Month 37 (3.1) 33 (4.9 31 (2.7) 20 (5.6) 20 (6.2
Once/Twice a Year 22 (2.5) 26 (3.8) 22 (3.3) 25 (5.3) 28 (6.6)
Never 34 (3.2 29 (3.0 34 (4.1) 38 (7.1) 49 (9.2)
Projects or Portfolios
Once/Twice a Week 2 (0.7) 5 (1.9) 3 (0.8) 3 (1.0) 1 (0.5)
Once/Twice a Month 18 (2.1) 19 (3.2) 20 (2.9) 25 (4.5) 16 (6.1)
Once/Twice a Year 32 (2.09) 32 (2.7) 32 (2.8) 21 (3.0) 31 (7.4)
Never 48 (3.0) 44 (3.8) 45 (3.3) 51 4.7) 52 (8.4)

Percentages are followed by standard errors (in parentheses).

33




Teacher
Use of
Ditferent
Types of
Tests, by
Ability
Group

Table 2 shows how frequently teachers use
different assessment types for each student

ability group — low, middle, high, and mixed.

Again, the pattern is very similar among the
ability groups.

33

Data in Table 2 are drawn
from NAKEP 1990, 1992
National Math Assessment -
Data Alinanac - Grade 8:
Teacher Questionnaire,
Welghted Percentages and

composite Proficiency Means.




Table 2: Teachers’ Reports on How Frequently They Assess Students with Different
Assessment Types, Grade 8, by Ability Grouping, 1992

Low Middle High Mixed
Multiple-Choice
Once/Twice a Week 2% (0.8) 5% (1.6) 3% (1.3) 5% (1.9)
Once/Twice a Month 30 (3.6) 35 (3.7) 22 (3.7) 29 (4.4)
Once/Twice a Year 28 (3.9) 25 (3.9) 34 (4.5) 27 (4.7)
Never 40 (3.9) 35 (3.1) 42 (3.1) 9 (5.6)
Problem Sets
Once/Twice a Week 54 (6.4) 58 (3.6) 67 (3.5) 50 (5.8)
Once/Twice a Month 29 (3.8) 33 (3.9 26 (3.3 41 (5.9)
Once/Twice a Year 9 (3.5) 6 (1.7) 3 (1.4) 3 (1.6)
Never 9 (4.3) 3 (1.0 4 (0.9) 6 (24)
Written Responses
Once/Twice a Week 7 (1.9 7 (1.5) 13 (3.5) 8 (2.1)
Once/lwice a Month 28 (4.6) 45 (3.2) 31 (3.6) 29 (4.0)
Once/Twice a Year 26 (4.5) 21 (2.6) 21 (2.5) 24 (4.7)
Never 39 (5.3) 27 (2.9) 35 (4.7) 39 (4.6)
Projects or Portfolios
Once/Twice a Week 1 (0.4) 3 (1.6) 2 (0.9 3 (1.2)
Once/Twice a Month 18 (3.0) 20 (3.0) 19 (2.8) 17 (3.8)
Once/Twice a Year 31 4.9 33 (3.6) 32 (4.7) 30 (3.9)
Never 0 (5.9) 45 (3.7) 47 (4.7) 51 (4.6)

Percentages are followed by standard errors (in parentheses).




Teacher Use
of Different
Assessment

Types, by
Resource
Availability

Table 3 shows the types of assessments stu-
dents are exposed to when grouped by their
teachers’ estimation of the sufficiency of class-
room resources. The pattern does not vary
much with differences in the availability of
classroom resources.

41

Data in Table 3 are from the
1992 National Assessment of
Educational Progress
Mathematics Assessment and
were calculated by special
computer runs conducted at
Educational Testing Service.



Table 3: Teachers’ Reports on How Frequentiy They Assess Students with Different
Assessment Types, Grade 8, by Re=~urce Availability, 1992

Get All Needed Get Most of Get Some or None
Resources Needed Resources of Needed Rescurces

Multiple-Choice
Once/Twice a Week 10% (4.5) 2% (0.9) 5% (1.8)
Once/Twice a Month 30 (6.9) 35 (4.2 23 (8.2
Once/Twice a Year 21 (4.6) 27 (3.1) 32 (4.9
Never 39 (6.3) 36 (3.4) 40 (4.0
Problem Sets
Once/Twice a Week 56 (7.1) 58 (2.9) 59 (4.6)
Once/Twice a Month 32 (7.6) 31 (2.8) 33 (4.0)
Once/Twice a Year 8 (5.2) 6 (1.6) 4 (1.9)
Never 5 (2.9) 5 (1.2) 4 (1.5)
Wriiten Responses
Cnce/Twice a Week 14 (3.7) 6 (1.5) 11 (2.5)
Once/Twice a Month 35 (5.6) 35 (3.6) 36 (3.8)
Once/Twice a Year 14 (4.2 24 (3.0 24 (2.9)
Never 37 (6.6) 35 (3.9) 30 (4.9
Projects or Portfolios
Once/Twice a Week 2 @ 2 (0.6) 3 (1.3)
Once/Twice a Month 23 (4.8) 19 (2.2) 17 (3.8)
Once/Twice a Year 26 (5.9) 30 (3.6) 35 (4.0
Never 48 (7.5) 50 (3.9 44 (4.6)

Percentages are followed by standard errors (in parentheses).
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In Conclusion

There is a lot of testing
in American schools. A
visitor who had not seen
our schools for 20 years
would likely see the
volume of testing as the
most noticeable change
in American education.
It appears that the future
holds more testing,
unless the alternative
assessments under
development start taking
the place of traditional
standardized tests.
Testing is very much
alive in our schools, but
a national investigation
of testing has been under
way now for a few years.
The jury is still out on
the condition of the
testing system. The
statistics in this report tell
a lot about the quantity
and type of testing, but
nothing about its impact
and its value. One
feature of testing that
needs much closer
examination is the “test
all students” approach
for accountability in 41
state systems, with just
one state sampling
students (and three states
with mixed systems).
The National Assessment
of Educational Progress
has been operating on a
sampling basis for over
20 years. Its sampling
approach has been used
at the state level and
could be used at the
district level, as well.
This approach can serve
accountability needs

without intruding so
much on instructional
time; testing every
student in a class can
then be reserved for
serving instructional
purposes.

The progress in
developing alternative
item types in statewide
programs — constructed
responses, performance
assessments, and port-
folios — appears to be
substantial. And when
we look at the total of
testing... including
teacher constructed
testing... that goes on in
the classroom, alterna-
tive approaches appear
to be doing well. There
is, however, wide varia-
tion among the states in
the frequency of multiple-
choice testing. The
individual teacher
creates the tests most
closely aligned with
instruction, and this also
varies considerably
among the states, with
60 percent of 8th grade
students getting such
tests in mathematics at
least once a week.
Perhaps we need more
attention given to help-
ing teachers construct
good assessments.

It remains to be seen
whether these perfor-
mance-type assessments
will begin to substan-
tially displace the tradi-
tional multiple-choice,
machine-scored tests that
have predominated. We

do note that seven in 10
tests in state testing
systems are still multiple-
choice. Establishing a
baseline, as we attempt
to de in this report, will
permit educators and
policy makers to track
the profile of testing in
this period of ferment
and change.

Notes and References

The State Student Assess-
ment Program Database,
1992-1993 was produced
by the Council of Chief
State School Officers and
the North Central
Regional Educational
Laboratory using results
from a statewide survey
of state testing programs.
For information about
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Edward Roeber, Director,
Student Assessment Programs
CCSSO

202-386-7045

Linda Bond

Director of Assessment
Regional Policy Information
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317-328-9704
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Order No. GAQ/
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GAO
PO Box 6015
Gaithersburg, MD 20877

or call 202-275-6241

The NAEP 1992 Math-
ematics Report Card for
the Nation and the States
was prepared by Educa-
tional Testing Service
under contract with the
National Center for
Education Statistics. For
ordering information,
write to:

Education Information Branch

Office of Educational Research
and Improvement

U.S. Department of Education

555 New Jersey Ave., NW

Washington, DC 20208-5641

The Data Compendium
Jor the NAEP 1992
Matbhematics Assessment
of the Nation and the
States was prepared by
Educational Testing
Service under contract
with the National Center
for Education Statistics.
For information, write to
the address listed above.

The STATE of Matbemat-
ics Achievement: NAEP’s
1990 Assessment of the
Nation and the Trial
Assessment of the States
was prepared by Educa-
tional Testing Service
under contract with the
National Center for
Education Statistics. For
information, write to the
address listed above.




Appendix Table 1: Teachers’ Reports on the Frequency of Testing
(Percentage of Students with Standard Error Reported in Parentheses)

Multiple-Choice Tests
Grade 4 Grade 8
Once or Twice a Week 6 (1.0) 4 (1.0)
Once or Twice a Month 43 (2.8) 30 (2.5)
Yearly or Never 51 (2.7) 66 (2.8)
Problem Sets
Grade 4 Grade 8
Once or Twice a Week 53 (2.8) 58 (2.3)
Once or Twice a Month 39 (2.3) 32 (2.4)
Yearly or Never 9 (1.4) 10 (1.7)

Written Responses

Grade 4 Grade 8
At Least Monthly 44 (2.9) 44 (2.7)
Once or Twice a Year 16 (1.5) 22 (2.0)
Never or Hardly Ever 40 (2.0) 33 (2.7)

Projects, Portfolios, or Presentations

Grade 4 Grade 8
At Least Monthly 20 (i.7) 21 (2.0)
Once or Twice a Year 25 (1.8) 32 (2.5)
Never or Hardly Ever 54 (2.4) 47 (2.8)

Appendix Table 2: Students’ Reports on How Often They Take
Mathematics Tests, Grades 4, 8, and 12, NAEP, 1992
(Percentage of Students with Standard Error Reported in Parentheses)

Grade 4 Grade 8 Grade 12 Grade 12
All Students Taking Math
Almost Every Day 9 (0.6) 6 (0.3) * 4(0.3) 4 (0.4)
At Least Once a Week 30 (1.2) 55 (1.2) 50 (1.2) 57 (1.4)
lL.ess Than Weekly 61 (1.5) 39 (1.3) 46 (1.2) 39 (1.5)
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Appendix Table 3: Percentage of Students Appeadix Table 4: Teachers’ Reports on How Often
Whose Teachers Report They Use Students Take Teacher-Generated Mathematics Tests
Muitiple-Choice Tests at Least Once a Week, (Percentage of Students with Standard Error

1992 (Percentage of Students with Standard Reported in Parentheses)

Error Reported in Parentheses)

At Least Several About Once
Alabama 5(1.7) Times a week a Week
Arizona 3(1.2
California 2(0.7) Alabama 9 (2.8) 70 (3.1)
Colorado 3(1.0) Arizona 7 (2.2) 47 (2.7)
Connecticut 2(0.7) Arkansas 6 (2.3) 61 (3.1)
Delaware 3(0.2) California 5(1.2) 52 (3.6)
District of Columbia 22 (0.8) Colorado 6 (1.5) 50 (3.8)
Florida 9 (1.9) Connecticut 5(1.7) 66 (2.9)
Georgia 6 (1.3) Delaware 2{0.3) 65 (1.1)
Hawaii 2(0.2) District of Columbia 27 (1.0 55 (1.1)
ldaho 4 (1.3) Florida 11 (1.8) 61 (3.1)
Indiana 3(1.1) Georgia 7(1.7) 66 {3.4)
lowa 1(1.1) Hawaii : 4(0.4) 51 (0.9)
Kentucky 2(0.4) ldaho 2(0.4) 51 (2.2)
Louisiana 8 (2.4) lilinois 4(1.7) 46 (4.2)
Maine 1(1.1) Indiana 5(1.5) 49 (4.9)
Maryiand 3(1.1) lowa 6 (2.9) 44 (4.8)
Massachusetts 3(1.2) Kentucky 6 (1.8) 52 (4.4)
Michigan 4 (1.8) Louisiana 11(2.4) 77 (3.6)
Minnesota 2(1.0) Maryland 4(1.4) 65 (3.4)
Missouri 1(0.2) Michigan 5(1.6) 44 (3.7)
Nebraska 0(0.2) Minnesota 3(1.1) 41 (3.5)
New Hampshire 4 (2.3) Montana 3(0.8) 50 (2.9)
New Jersey 7 (2.0) Nebraska 5(1.2) 49 (3.5)
New Mexice 1(0.9) New Hampshire 5{0.8) 69 (1.3)
New York 7(2.2) New Jersey 11 (2.5) 64 (3.7)
North Carolina 2(0.8) New Meaxico 4 (0.6) 64 (1.5)
North Dakota 4 (2.0) New York 6 (2.1) 68 (3.3)
Ohio 2(1.0) North Carolina 10 (1.6) 60 (3.2)
Oklahoma 5(1.8) North Dakota 10 (0.8) 46 (3.0)
Pennsylvania 1(0.9) Ohio 4 (1.3) 63 (3.8)
Rhode Island 2(0.2) Oklahoma 2 (0.8) 45 (3.6)
South Carolina 6 (1.8) Oregon 3 (1.1) 37 (3.3)
Tennessee 5(1.7) Pennsylvania 5 (1.4) 66 (3.3)
Texas 4 (1.5) Rhode Island 12 (1.9) 72 (1.6)
Utah 4(1.5) Texas 3(1.1) 65 (3.5)
Virginia 3(1.0) Virginia 12 (2.2) 57 (3.4)
West Virginia 3(1.1) West Virginia 8 (2.1) 49 (4.6)
Wisconsin 1 (0.6) Wisconsin 5 (1.8) 52 (3.7)
Wyoming 1(0.2) Wyoming 4 (0.7) 46 (1.2)
Guam 10 (0.6) 41 (0.7)
Virgin Islands 5 (0.4) 58 (0.9)
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